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THE  NEW  TESTAMENT  CHURCHES 


In  the  picture  which  the  New  Testament  gives  us,  the  churches  are 
seen  to  be  individual  units — with  each  unit  being  organizationally  inde- 
pendent of  each  other.  Of  course,  the  New  Testament  often  speaks  of 
churches  cooperating  with  each  other,  but  the  cooperation  is  voluntary; 
there  is  no  suggestion  whatsoever  that  in  this  cooperative  work  the 
churches  became  organically  united;  the  churches  were  .not  like  links 
joined  together  into  a  chain,  but  rather  were  each  separate  centers  of 
existence — autonomous  (or  ''self-governing")  and  independent. 

That  such  is  the  picture  given  by  the  New  Testament  is  admitted 
by  Professor  Louis  Berkhof  in  his  able  work  on  Systematic  Theology, 
which  sets  forth  Presbyterian  ecclesiology.  Professor  Berkhof  declares: 
"Scripture  does  not  contain  an  explicit  command  to  the  effect  that 
the  local  churches  of  a  district  must  form  an  organic  union.  Neither 
does  it  furnish  us  with  an  example  of  such  a  union.  In  fact,  it  rep- 
resents the  local  churches  as  individual  entities  without  any  external 
bond  of  union"  (published  by  Wm.  B.  Eerdmans  Publishing  Company, 
Grand  Rapids,  1941,  p.  590). 

While  Professor  Berkhof  goes  on  to  argue  that  it  is  permissible  to 
go  beyond  what  the  New  Testament  shows  as  to  the  actual  constitution 
of  the  churches  and  thereby  link  the  congregations  together  into  an  or- 
ganic union,  it  has  been  the  Baptist  position  to  follow  the  New  Testa- 
ment's representation  of  the  actual  constitution  of  the  churches  and  thus 
to  insist  that  each  congregation  (even  when  entering  into  cooperation 
with  other  churches)  must  remain  completely  autonomous  and  organi- 
zationally independent  of  every  other  congregation. 

The  Baptist  position  has  been  well  stated  in  the  following  words  of 
the  late  Professor  W.  T.  Conner,  of  Southwestern  Seminary: 

"Churches  may  sometimes  best  carry  out  their  mission  by  combi- 
nation of  efforts  ....  Mission  boards,  associations,  and  conventions  of 
all  kinds  represent  such  co-operative  effort  on  the  part  of  individual 
Christians  and  churches.  [Note  that  it  is  stated  that  "sometimes"  such 
cooperative  work  "may"  be  entered  into;  such  is  not  an  essential  factor 
for  the  constituent  character  of  a  church.] 

"/rz  all  such  movements  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  volun- 
tary principle  should  be  maintained  for  both  the  individual  and  the 
church,  and  the  independence  of  the  local  churches  should  be  strictly 
safeguarded''  (Christian  Doctrine,  Broadman  Press,  Nashville,  eighth 
printing,  1949,  p.  270.) 


SEE  NEXT  MONTH'S  issue  for  the  story  behind 
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What  Readers  Are  Saying  .  .  . 

A  SOUTH  CAROLINA  minister 
writes:  "My  prayer  is  that,  through  the 
efforts  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Free 
Press,  God  may  bring  about  a  reform 
not  only  in  N.  C.  but  throughout  the 
Southern  Convention." 

From  a  VIRGINIA  minister:  "The 
Free  Press  has  been  exciting  and  grati- 
fying. The  possibilities  are  so  great  that 
it  is  possible  to  anticipate  a  thorough 
denominational  clean-up.^' 

A  layman  in  IOWA  writes:  "I  hope 
that  the  Free  Press  will  not  become  ex- 
cessively caustic.  It  is  my  conviction 
that  many  of  the  good,  twice-born  Bap- 
tist laymen  in  N.  C.  and  elsewhere  do  not 
really  understand  the  issues  involved." 

A  minister  in  the  OREGON-WASH- 
INGTON CONVENTION  says:  "I  can 
only  say  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Free 
Press,  'Praise  God  from  whom  all  bless- 
ings flow'.  Believe  that  your  courageous 
stand  has  proven  that  as  long  as  we  have 
men  like  you  that  our  Convention  will 
always  do  right  and  go  on  in  the  work 
of  God's  Kingdom.  Our  prayers  are  that 
God  will  give  you  strength  and  victory, 
and  may  the  Free  Press  find  its  way  into 
every  home  in  the  S.  B.  C." 

A  reader  in  TEXAS  comments:  "I  am 
more  than  anxious  to  see  what  becomes 
of  your  amendment  to  the  constitution  of 
the  Southern  Baptist  Convention,  It 
looks  to  me  like  "they"  would  be  afraid 
to  come  out  against  it."  (This  amend- 
ment would  add  the  following  to  Article 
IV:  "This  convention  does  not  claim  that 
affiliation  with  this  convention  is  in  any 
way  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  a  Mis- 
sionary Baptist  Church;  nor  does  this 


convention  claim  that  affiliation  with  any 
other  Baptist  body,  whether  district  as- 
sociation or  state  convention,  is  in  any 
way  necessary  for  a  church  to  be  affili- 
ated with  this  convention;  nor  does  this 
convention  claim  that  a  church's  affilia- 
tion with  this  convention,  as  conceived 
by  this  convention,  is  in  any  degree  of 
such  a  nature  as  would  prevent  a  church 
that  once  has  entered  into  affiliation 
with  this  convention  from  discontinuing 
that  affiliation,  should  that  church  for 
any  reason  whatsoever  decide  to  discon- 
tinue that  affiliation.") 

A  TENNESSEE  reader  says:  "We  are 
praying  for  your  efforts  in  behalf  of 
local  church  autonomy,  and  also  that  you 
will  constantly  strive  to  maintain  the  in- 
tegrity and  fairness  so  far  displayed  and 
so  lacking  in  too  many  publications  " 

From  NORTH  CAROLINA:  "/  want 
you  to  know  that  I  am  100%  for  you  in 
your  effort  to  defend  the  truth  and  those 
imperishable  doctrines  handed  down  to 
us  by  the  Holy  Scriptures  and  those 
faithful  men  of  God  who  have  gone  be- 
fore us.  I  have  been  pastoring  Baptist 
churches  for  many  years.  This  thing  is 
not  new;  it  has  been  building  up  in  a 
very  noticeable  way  for  some  time.  So  I 
am  really  glad  and  thankful  the  hand  of 
these  would-be  DICTATORS  is  being 
called." 

Also  from  N.  C,  "Please  honor  me  by 
sending  me  no  more  copies  of  your 
paper." 

Still  from  N.  C,  "The  very  cold  re- 
ception you  received  at  the  State  Con- 
vention might  prove  to  have  a  very  ad- 
vantageous result.  Many  people  in  this 
section  are  awakening  to  the  situation 
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as  a  direct  result  of  the  attitude  shown 
toward  your  recommendations  at  the  con- 
vention. Many  have  discovered  that  their 
church  is  being  misrepresented  by  the 
one  vote  cast  at  the  convention  by  the 
messenger  —  "their  pastor."  Since  the 
general  feeling  among  lay  members  of 
the  churches  is  that  they  have  been  kept 
in  ignorance  of  what  has  been  taking 
place,  I  feel  like  this  would  be  an  ap- 
propriate time  to  place  the  Southern 
Baptist  Free  Press  i7i  their  hands.  Some 
have  expressed  to  me  personally  that 
they  wish  to  be  informed  as  to  what  is 
really  taking  place.  Some  people  are  be- 
coming very  disgusted.  I  have  been  told 
by  some  of  the  young  people  that  there 
are  many  new  converts  who  wonder  if 
they  really  did  the  right  thing  by  be- 
coming a  part  of  the  Baptist  denomina- 
tion." 


From  the 
DENOMINATIONAL  PRESS 

(Editor's  Note:  Since  we  have 
printed  a  considerable  amount  of  ma- 
terial critical  of  certain  things  within 
the  N.  C.  State  and  Southern  Baptist 
Conventions,  we  feel  that  it  would  be 
well  to  be  sure  that  those  who  appear 
to  find  in  those  conventions  very  little, 
if  any,  cause  for  criticism  will  be 
represented  in  the  pages  of  this  paper 
every  month.  Therefore,  we  are  hereby 
beginning  a  new  column,  which  will 
reproduce  some  significant  statements 
from  certain  of  our  convention 
papers.) 

The  following  is  from  an  article  by 
Dr.  B.  H.  Duncan,  appearing  orig- 
inally in  the  Arkansas  Baptist  and 
later  in  The  Baptist  Program  (Oc- 
tober, 1956)  : 

"I  can  say  quite  frankly  that  I 
have  never  attended  a  meeting  of  any 
denominational  group  which  im- 
pressed me  more  with  its  democratic 
spirit  than  the  Executive  Committee 
of  the  Southern  Baptist  Convention. 
.  .  .  Time  and  time  again  I  have  heard 
members  of  the  Executive  Committee 
caution  that  we  must  keep  faith  with 
the  Baptist  constituency  of  the  South- 
ern Baptist  Convention  and  with  the 
Baptist  churches  of  the  convention 
territory.  There  is  no  disposition 
whatsoever  on  the  part  of  the  Execu- 
tive Committee  to  become  a  hierarchy, 


directing  the  affairs  of  the  Convention 
or  handing  down  orders  to  the 
churches  or  any  wise  exercising  au- 
thority over  Southern  Baptist  life  and 
activities.  The  Committee  is  con- 
stantly on  the  alert  to  stay  within  the 
pattern  set  for  it  by  the  Convention 
and  to  safeguard  the  autonomy  of  the 
local  Baptist  churches  of  the  Conven- 
tion territory." 


Concerning  Dr,  J,  C,  Canipe's 
Presidential  Address  .  .  . 

We  stated  in  last  month's  paper  that 
Dr.  J.  C.  Canipe,  in  his  address  before 
the  recent  meeting  of  the  N.  C.  Baptist 
State  Convention,  "came  closer  to  hitting 
the  nail  on  the  head  than  anyone  in  any 
address  that  we  have  ever  heard  on  any 
convention  floor." 

Our  enthusiasm  over  the  good  things 
that  Dr.  Canipe  said,  however,  must  not 
cause  us  to  lose  sight  of  what  was  NOT 
said.  However  close  he  came  to  hitting 
the  nail  on  the  head,  what  was  delivered 
was  yet  but  a  glancing  blow. 

Arthur  Johnsey,  of  the  Greensboro 
Daily  News,  after  stating  that  "Dr. 
Canipe  pointed  with  alarm  toward  trends 
in  the  direction  of  acceptance  of  the  idea 
of  a  general  church,"  went  on  to  com- 
ment :  "But  he  did  not  mention  the  North 
Carolina  courts  or  the  Rocky  Mount 
case"  (Nov.  14,  emphasis  supplied). 
Since  Dr.  Canipe  strongly  insisted  on 
the  necessity  of  maintaining  the  auton- 
omy of  the  local  church,  does  Dr.  Canipe 
mean  to  say  that  the  decision  of  the 
N.  C.  courts,  in  overruling  the  majority 
in  the  North  Rocky  Mount  Baptist 
Church.,  was  a  violation  of  the  Baptist 
principle  that  each  church  is  auton- 
omous? He  did  not  say.  Even  the  N. 
C.  state  paper,  the  Biblical  Recorder, 
which  has  defended  the  court  decision  in 
the  North  Rocky  Mount  case,  made  the 
following  statement  regarding  the  re- 
fusal of  the  1956  State  Convention  to 
accept  a  resolution  denouncing  that  court 
decision. 

"It  was  interpreted  that  such  resolu- 
tion was  unnecessary,  for  the  constitu- 
tion carries  a  strong  statement  on  the 
freedom  and  autonomy  of  the  local 
church,  and  the  Baptists  of  the  state 
believe  in  the  principle  very  strongly** 
(Nov.  24). 

But  if  everybody  believes  in  "auton- 
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amy"  then  what  is  all  the  conflict  about? 
The  truth  is  that,  with  all  sides  in  the 
conflict  willing  to  accept  the  term  "au- 
tonomy/* this  term  really  does  not  mean 
anything  —  unless  it  is  defined  in  rela- 
tion to  the  Rocky  Mount  incident,  which 
has  produced  this  conflict.  SINCE  ALL 
BAPTISTS  SEEM  WILLING  TO  AC- 
CEPT  THE  TERM  "AUTONOMY,"  THE 
CONFLICT  IS  LARGELY  CON- 
CERNED WITH  WHAT  DEFINITION 
BAPTISTS  ARE  WILLING  TO  GIVE 
TO  THIS  TERM.  Do  we  mean  by  "au- 
tonomy" that  a  church  is  completely  self- 
governing  —  even  to  the  point  of  having 
a  right  to  withdraw  financial  support 
from  the  conventions?  Or  are  we  to  ac- 
cept the  "new"  definition,  which  would 
say  that  a  church  is  free  to  manage  its 
own  affairs  UNTIL  IT  TRIES  TO 
WITHDRAW  FINANCIAL  SUPPORT 
FROM  THE  CONVENTIONS? 
In  his  address, 

"Dr.  Canipe  cautioned  the  messen- 
gers to  avoid  'some  detrimental  trends 
in  our  denominational  life  at  this 
time,'  especially  those  questioning  lo- 
cal church  autonomy  and  teaching  doc  - 
trines questioning  the  virgin  birth  of 
Jesus.  .  .  . 

"Dr.  Canipe  said  anyone  teaching 
such  doctrines  in  Baptist  institutions 
should  either  resign  or  re-examine  his 
thinking  in  the  light  of  New  Testa- 
ment teaching"  (Sid  Bost,  Twin-City 
Sentinel,  Nov.  13,  emphasis  supplied). 
But  how  is  this  to  be  understood  in 
regard  to  the  issues  which  have  been 
raised  concerning  the  President  of  Wake 
Forest,  Dr.  Harold  Tribble  ?  Dr.  Canipe 
did  not  say. 

While  we  rejoice  that  Dr.  Canipe  has 
spoken  so  plainly,  it  must  still  be  insisted 
that,  for  the  present  situation  to  be 
straightened  out,  the  issue  will  have  to 
be  focused  more  plainly  and  more  to  the 
point  than  has  been  done  by  Dr.  Canipe 
thus  far.  We  realize  that  Dr.  Canipe 
is  in  no  easy  position  —  being  pres- 
ident of  a  state  convention  that  has 
so  formidable  a  group  of  leaders  that 
has  taken  a  course  so  contrary  to  the 
historic  Baptist  position.  But  if  there 
ivas  ever  need  of  one  coming  out  un-com- 
promisingly  for  Baptist  principle  and  in- 


tegrity, then  surely  that  time  is  now! 
And  we  feel  that  if  Dr.  Canipe  would 
thus  come  out,  then  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  N.  C.  Baptists  would  stand 
behind  him. 

We  have  always  tried  to  believe  that 
Dr.  Canipe  really  wants  to  do  the  right 
thing.  We  feel  that  he  earnestly  sought 
to  be  fair  in  presiding  over  the  recent 
convention;  and  whatever  errors  may 
have  been  committed  we  are  willing  to 
attribute  to  a  mere  mistake  in  judgement 
— which  could  arise  easily  enough  due  to 
the  confusion  that  at  times  prevailed  on 
the  convention  floor!  But  we  must  re- 
gard it  as  most  unfortunate  that  he  has 
permitted  himself  to  write,  in  regard  to 
the  recent  convention,  that  "all  who  de- 
sired were  permitted  to  talk"  (Biblical 
Recorder,  Dec.  1).  The  groundlessness  of 
such  a  statement  will  become  apparent 
in  comparing  it  with  the  following  from 
secular-press  reporters,  who  could 
hardly  be  suspected  of  having  any  "axe 
to  grind"  in  the  matter: 

"The  convention  .  .  .  refused  to  grant 
Dr.  C.  K.  Rand  a  one-minute  extension 
of  time  to  speak  in  favor  of  the  Gaff- 
ney  resolution,  generally  regarded  by 
messengers  as  an  attack  upon  Wake 
Forest  College  President  Harold  W. 
Tribble  and  General  Convention  Sec- 
retary M.  A.  Hug  gins"  (Tom  Mac- 
Caulty,  Durham  Morning  Herald,  Nov. 
16). 

"The  convention  also  refused  to 
grant  even  one  minute's  time  on  the 
agenda  for  an  advocate  of  a  commit- 
tee investigation  into  the  doctrinal  be- 
liefs of  some  of  the  convention's  lead- 
ers who  testified  about  doctrine  dur- 
ing the  property  dispute"  (Arthur 
Johnsey,  Greensboro  Daily  News,  Nov. 
16). 

"Messengers  shouted  down  an  ap- 
peal from  Dr.  C.  K.  Rand  of  High 
Point  that  he  be  allowed  one  minute 
to  discuss  the  resolution"   (Roy  Cov- 
ington, Charlotte  Observer,  Nov.  16). 
"The  Gaffney  proposal  was  dealt  a 
mortal  blow   when  the  convention  re- 
fused Dr.  C.  K.  Rand  of  High  Point 
one  minute  to  speak  on  it"     (John  A. 
McLeod,  Jr.,     The  Greensboro  Record, 
Nov.  15). 
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'The  Southern 
Baptist  Fellowship' 

The  Southern  Baptist  Fellowship, 
which  was  organized  in  March  of  1956, 
held  its  first  annual  meeting  November 
26-28  in  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  at  the  well- 
known  Highland  Park  Baptist  Church, 
of  which  Dr.  Lee  Roberson  is  pastor  and 
which  has  a  membership  of  something 
like  14,000. 

The  editor  of  this  paper  attended  the 
meeting  in  order  to  report  on  it  in  these 
pages.  And  while  the  editor  is  not  a 
member  of  the  Fellowship,  he  was  in- 
vited to  address  the  gathering  when  the 
officials  of  the  Fellowship  learned  of  his 
plans  to  be  present.  (The  essence  of  this 
address  is  printed  on  the  next  page.) 

Over  400  ministers  were  present,  com- 
ing from  16  states.  An  inquiry  from  sev- 
eral persons  connected  with  the  Fellow- 
ship disclosed  that  probably  most  of  the 
ministers  were  from  churches  cooperat- 
ing with  the  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tion. 

Several  of  the  persons  responsibly  con- 
nected with  the  group  reported  in  inter- 
views that  all  intentions  at  present  are 
to  keep  the  group  strictly  as  a  "fellow- 
ship." In  view  of  this,  it  would  hardly  be 
fair  to  say  that  the  group  is  designed  to 
become  an  organization  sponsoring  mis- 
sionary and  educational  projects — to  be, 
in  short,  a  convention.  Opinions  might 
differ,  however,  as  to  what  the  group 
might  possibly  become  in  the  future. 

The  meeting  was  almost  altogether 
made  up  of  inspirational — and  to  some 
extent,  educational — services.  There  was 
much  preaching  —  evangelical  after  the 
manner  of  American  evangelism.  There 
were  certain  traits  which  some  would  re- 
gard as  not  in  the  best  taste,  but  gen- 
erally such  extremisms  were  held  in  re- 
straint. A  good  deal  of  the  preaching 
was  of  the  nature  of  a  Bible  study,  and 
most  of  the  listeners  had  their  Bibles 
and  kept  them  opened. 

Among  the  denunciations  of  the  evils 
of  the  day,  not  so  much  was  said  in 
criticism  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention. In  fact,  the  editor  of  this  paper 
must  confess  that  none  of  the  speakers 
criticized  the  Convention  to  anything  like 
the  extent  as  did  the  address  of  the  edi- 
tor himself  —  who  certainly  considers 


himself  a  loyal  Southern  Baptist. 

The  almost-unanimous  opinion  of  the 
many  persons  interviewed  was  one  of 
immense  satisfaction  over  the  atmos- 
phere and  success  of  the  meeting.  It  was 
felt  that  this  was  a  genuine  "fellows- 
ship." 

What  of  the  future  of  this  movement? 
No  doubt  that  will  in  large  measure  de- 
pend upon  many  factors  which  can  not 
be  envisaged  clearly  as  yet. 

At  the  present,  one  feature  of  the 
movement  stands  out  as  a  factor  suggest- 
ing a  decided  limitation  upon  the  future 
scope  of  that  group's  influence,  as  well 
as  suggesting  a  criticism  as  to  the  in- 
herent nature  of  that  group's  policy. 
This  feature  is  the  group's  requirement 
of  an  acceptance  of  the  "premillennial" 
doctrine  for  those  seeking  membership  in 
the  Fellowship.  There  are,  of  course, 
great  numbers  of  Southern  Baptist  min- 
isters who  are  committed  to  the  pre- 
millennial  doctrine;  but  there  are  per- 
haps greater  numbers  who  either  hold  to 
a  different  millennial  position  or  else 
have  no  clearly-worked-out  millennial 
doctrine.  Thus  the  pre-millennial  barrier 
will  certainly  limit  considerably  the  num- 
ber of  ministers  who  could  be  expected 
to  look  toward  this  group.  .  .  .  Nor  is 
the  specification  of  pre-millennialism  as 
a  requirement  for  orthodoxy  in  keeping 
with  the  traditional  Southern  Baptist 
position.  What  is  said  here  is  not  in- 
tended as  a  criticism  of  pre-millennial- 
ism as  such.  What  is  said  here  is  merely 
intended  to  point  out  the  fact  that  one 
can  certainly  hold  to  all  of  the  essential 
Christian  doctrines  regardless  as  to  his 
position  on  the  controversial  millennial 
question.  While  several  great  Southern 
Baptists  have  held  to  the  pre-millennial 
view,  it  has  not  been  the  historic  South- 
ern Baptist  position  to  insist  that  one 
must  hold  to  that,  or  to  any  particular 
millennial  position.  We  understand  that 
in  officially  adopting  the  name  "South- 
ern Baptist  Fellowship,"  it  is  desired  by 
the  group  to  indicate  its  continuation  in 
the  true  Southern  Baptist  tradition.  In 
its  insistence  on  a  particular  millennial 
viewpoint,  however,  the  Fellowship  is  not 
following  what  has  been  the  historic 
Southern  Baptist  position. 
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Preserving  The 

DOCTRINAL 

Emphasis 


(An  address  delivered  by  the  Editor 
of  Southern  Baptist  Free  Press,  on  Nov. 
26,  at  the  first  annual  meeting  of  the 
Southern  Baptist  Fellowship,  meeting  in 
Chattanooga,  Tenn.) 

Although  I  am  an  outsider,  I  am  quite 
interested  in  your  organization — ^because 
of  its  size  (especially  as  regards  the 
consideration  of  what  this  organization 
might  well  become  in  due  time)  and  be- 
cause of  its  being  an  effort  at  producing 
a  movement  for  Baptist  unity  based  on 
doctrinal  conviction.  My  interest  relates 
especially  to  this  latter  point,  and  it  is 
with  this  point  that  my  remarks  will  be 
related. 

To  have  unity  there  must  be  some 
motive  for  unity.  I  submit  that,  basic- 
ally, there  can  be  but  two  motives  caus- 
ing men  to  unite  in  a  religious  move- 
ment: (1)  men  can  unite  because  they 
hold  in  common  certain  beliefs,  (2)  or 
because  they  share  a  common  loyalty  to 
an  organization. 

In  the  past.  Baptists  have  been  united 
because  they  have  generally  held  in  com- 
mon certain  doctrines.  But  in  recent 
years,  more  and  more  diversity  of  view- 
point has  been  brought  about  among 
Baptists.  Certain  types  of  theological 
liberalism  have  developed  in  some  of  the 
intellectual  centers  of  Baptist  life.  Thus 
it  is  becoming  increasingly  difficult  for 
a  commonly-shared  doctrinal  conviction 
to  hold  Baptists  together — for  it  is  get- 
ting to  the  place  more  and  more  that 
there  is  no  commonly-shared  doctrinal 
position  among  Baptists.  In  the  absence 
of  a  commonly -shared  doctrinal  position, 
there  is  left  but  one  cohesive  force  that 
can  hold  Baptists  together:  loyalty  to  an 
organization.  Such  is  rapidly  coming  to 
be  the  unifying  force  among  Southern 
Baptists.  It  is  getting  more  and  more  to 
the  place  that  it  does  not  make  much  dif- 


ference what  one  believes  and  preaches, 
just  so  he  supports  the  denominational 
program. 

In  this  time  of  de-emphasis  on  es- 
sential doctrine  and  excessive  emphasis 
on  organizational  loyalty,  it  is  needful 
for  the  banner  of  doctrinal  emphasis  to 
be  raised. 

It  is  to  be  emphasized  that  the  logical 
and  ultimate  result  of  a  mere  organiza- 
tional unity  is  the  enslavement  of  the 
minds  and  souls  of  men.  Whenever  the 
organization  (or  the  institution,  or  the 
program — call  it  what  you  will)  is  made 
supreme,  then  the  success  of  the  organi- 
zation becomes  the  final  norm  for  deter- 
mining right  and  wrong.  Whatever 
serves  to  promote  the  efficiency  of  the 
organization  is  right,  and  whatever 
serves  to  impede  its  efficiency  is  wrong. 
The  claims  of  the  organization  become 
absolute.  What  otherwise  would  be  re- 
garded as  wrong  must  be  tolerated  (and 
thus  be  regarded  as  right)  when  the  or- 
ganization so  determines.  The  organiza- 
tion in  effect  becomes  deified.  And  to 
give  one's  final  allegiance  to  any  human 
institution  is  to  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
the  second  commandment;  such  is  the 
sin  of  idolatry  —  enthroning  something 
human  above  the  truth  of  God. 

Such  enthronement  of  a  human  insti- 
tution is  really  the  basis  of  Roman 
Catholicism.  It  is  so  startling  that  it  is 
exceedingly  difficult  even  to  begin  to 
contemplate,  but  Baptists  —  supposedly 
so  far  removed  from  Roman  Catholicism 
— have  actually  been  moving  toward  an 
ecclesiasticism  resembling  the  Roman 
system.  The  noted  Southern  Baptist  his- 
torian. Dr.  W.  W.  Barnes,  wrote  a  book 
in  1934  setting  forth  this  thesis.  In  the 
beginning  of  this  book  he  stated: 

**In  the  following  pages  the  effort 

has  been  made  to  show  that  there  has 
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been  an  ecclesiological  development  in 
Southern  Baptist  life  comparable  to 
the  development  that  took  place  in  the 
first  centuries  of  Christian  history — a 
development  that  laid  the  foundation 
of  the  medieval  Catholic  Church,  out 
of  which  came  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  of  modern  times.  It  is  a  far 
cry  from  the  council  in  Jerusalem 
(Acts  15)  about  A.  D.  50,  to  the  coun- 
cil in  the  Vatican,  A.  D.  1870,  but  dur- 
ing those  eighteen  centuries  a  develop- 
ment took  place  that  completely 
changed  the  character  and  the  form 
of  the  outward  manifestation  of  Chris- 
tianity. .  .  .  The  Southern  Baptist 
Convention  .  .  .  has  not  made  any  such 
development,  but  the  first  step  has 
been  taken.  It  remains  to  be  seen  how 
many  more  steps  may  be  taken"  (The 
Southern  Baptist  Convention:  A  Study 
in  the  Development  of  Ecclesiology, 
Seminary  Hill,  Texas,  1934,  reprint 
1946,  p.  1). 

Then,  in  the  conclusion  to  this  book 
(p.  78),  he  stated: 

"From  the  foregoing  discussion  it 
may  be  seen  that  there  has  been  and 
is    now    a    decided    development  in 
ecclesiology   among   Baptists,    a  de- 
velopment headed  toward  a  Baptist 
Universal  Church  (universal  in  Greek 
is  catholic).   By  the  fourth  century 
the  developed  Catholic  Church  had  be- 
come sacrosanct,  visible  and  indivisi- 
ble, to  rend  which  was  the  deepest  sin. 
It  mattered  not  about  anything  else  if 
one   were    in   communion   with  this 
Church.  Unification  is  the  cry  of  the 
hour  today.  ...  a.  Church  is  develop- 
ing'' (emphasis  supplied). 
While  it  is  true  that  most  Southern 
Baptists  are  still  doctrinally  conserva- 
tive,  yet  Southern  Baptists   are  very 
rapidly  accepting  a  premise  which  irrv- 
perils  every  single  basic  doctrine  of  the 
Christian  faith.  The  acceptance  of  the 
program  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention as  supreme  would  mean  that  any 
doctrine  that  would  impede  seriously  the 
efficiency  of  that  program  would  Jmve  to 
be  set  aside.  From  my  considered  judg- 
ment of  the  situation  I  conclude  that  the 
greater  part   of  the   Southern  Baptist 
Convention  leadership  would  scrap  any 
fundamental   doctrine   if   that  doctrine 


got  in  the  way  of  the  success  of  the  de- 
nominational program. 

For  evidence  of  the  extent  to  which 
even  one  of  our  most  characteristic  Bap- 
tist doctrines  has  been  scraped  by  a 
notable  portion  of  our  Southern  Baptist 
leadership,  let  us  consider  the  now- 
famous  North  Rocky  Mount  Church  case. 

In  the  trial  of  that  case,  prominent 
persons  connected  with  the  North  Caro- 
lina State  and  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tions were  witnesses  for  the  minority, 
which  sued  for  possession  of  the  church 
property  following  the  decision  of  the 
majority  to  discontinue  cooperation  with 
the  Southern  Baptist  Convention.  The 
attitude  of  these  Baptist  leaders  has 
been  quite  aptly  characterized  by  an  able 
North  Carolina  minister,  the  Rev.  W.  W. 
Finlator,  who,  in  criticism  of  these  lead- 
ers, represents  them  as  saying  to  our 
Baptist  churches: 

"Once  you  decide  to  cooperate  with  us 
yon  a/re  forever  part  and  parcel  with 
us.  Your  voluntary  cooperation  is  for 
keeps.  And  if  you  vote  to  leave  us,  we 
will  fight  you  in  the  courts''  (Biblical 
Recorder,  March  27,  1954.) 
Far  more  startling  than  the  decision 
of  the  courts  is  the  fact  that  prominent 
Baptist  leaders  could  swear  to  tell  the 
truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but 
the  truth — and  then  repudiate  so  basic  a 
Baptist  doctrine  as  that  of  the  complete 
autonomy  of  the  local  church. 

Dr.  Douglas  Branch,  then  President  of 
the  N.  C.  State  Convention,  thus  testified 
of  a  church's  relation  to  an  association: 
"...  I  would  say  that  a  simple  ma- 
jority would  be  all  that  is  necessary 
to  get  in  to  the  association,  by  vote  of 
the  congregation.  .  .  . 
"You  have  asked  if  I  know  of  any 
reason  a  simple  majority  vote  by  the 
congregation  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  withdraw  a  church  from  an  as- 
sociation. I  know  of  no  custom  by 
which  a  church  by  a  majority  vote  may 
disassociate  the  church  from  its  usual 
customs"  (Supreme  Court  of  North 
Carolina,  No.  95,  Second  District,  Fall 
Term,  1954,  p.  216,  emphasis  sup- 
plied) . 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  while  a 
church  can  "get  in"  by  majority  vote,  it 
can  not  "get  out"  by  majority  vote! 
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Dr.  E.  A.  McDowell,  formerly  Pro- 
fessor of  New  Testament  at  Southern 
Seminary  and  more  recently  at  South- 
eastern Seminary,  testified  that  if  a 
church  "gets  out  of  an  association  and 
tries  to  have  an  independent  existence, 
then  it  ceases  to  be  a  Baptist  church  in 
the  New  Testament  sense''  (Court  Rec- 
ord, as  cited,  p.  195,  emphasis  supplied). 

Not  only  did  these  leaders  repudiate 
certaiyi  essentials  of  Baptist  principle, 
but  some  of  the  leaders  even  repudiated 
basic  statements  of  Baptist  principle 
which  they  themselves  had  previously 
written. 

Dr.  Harold  W.  Tribble,  President  of 
Wake  Forest  College,  had  written  in  his 
book,  The  Baptist  Faith  (which  he  wrote 
in  1935  as  a  revision  of  E.  Y.  Mullins' 
The  Axio7ns  of  Religion)  the  following: 
"The  Baptist  principle  is  that  a  church 
co-operates  with  a  general  body  whose 
objects  and  aims  it  approves,  not  dele- 
gating authority  in  any  sense,  or  bind- 
ing itself  beyond  its  expressed  pur- 
pose, and  always  reserving  the  right 
of  dissent  or  withdrawal  at  pleasure" 
(published    by    the    Sunday  School 
Board  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention, p.  112,  emphasis  supplied). 
But,  when  the  Baptist  principle  of  local 
church  autonomy  was  put  to  a  practical 
test,  Dr.  Tribble  gave,  under  oath,  the 
following  "interpretation"  of  the  above 
statement  which  he  had  written: 

"...  I  say  it  is  not  in  violation  of  the 
statement  in  this  book  concerning  au- 
tonomy of  the  local  church  to  say  that 
a  church  may  not  withdraw  from  the 
convention  and  carry  with  it  a  group 
or  property  built  up  through  the  years 
without  violating  the  customs,  prac- 
tices and  doctrines  of  the  Missionary 
Baptist   Church"    (Court   Record,  as 
cited,  p.  407,  emphasis  supplied) . 
Thus  while  it  had  been  stated  that  a 
church  had  the  right  of  "withdrawal  at 
pleasure,"  this  was  later  "interpreted" 
to  mean  that  a  church  could  not  retain 
its  property  in  this  withdrawal!  But 
who  would  have  had  the  faintest  sus- 
picion that  this  was  what  that  popular 
study-course    book    was    designing  to 
teach?  Of  what  value  would  be  a  right 
of  withdrawal  that  would  not  involve 
the  right  of  property  jiossession?  Even 


a  group  within  a  Roman  Catholic  con- 
gregation would  have  a  right  to  with- 
draw if  such  involved  no  claim  to  the 
property.  Also,  it  might  be  asked,  what 
is  the  value  of  our  people  reading  a 
study-course  hook  whose  ''sworn  inter- 
pretation'' presents  so  startlingly  differ- 
ent a  meaning  from  anything  that  would 
have  been  imagined? 

Dr.  M.  A.  Huggins,  General  Secretary 
of  the  N.  C.  State  Convention,  had  writ- 
ten a  book,  North  Carolina  for  Christ,  in 
which  he  stated:  "The  Baptist  Church  is 
one  local  congregation,  that  and  nothing 
more.  .  .  .  When,  therefore,  these 
churches  joined  forces  they  did  not  sur- 
render, and  do  not  now  surrender,  any 
of  their  autonomy"  (p.  64).  Yet  Dr. 
Huggins  said  on  the  witness  stand: 

"I  would  not  say  a  Baptist  Church 
is  one  local  congregation,  that  and 
nothing  more;  ...  I  do  not  agree  with 
the  statement  that  when  Baptist 
churches  join  forces  they  do  not  sur- 
render any  of  their  autonomy"  (Court 
Record,  as  cited,  p.  147,  emphasis  sup- 
plied) . 

Then,  when  confronted  on  the  witness 
stand  with  the  book  which  he  had  writ- 
ten, he  sought  to  harmonize  his  testi- 
mony with  what  he  had  written  by  say- 
ing: ''That  is  my  interpretation  on  what 
I  meant  when  I  wrote  that"  (Court  Rec- 
ord, as  cited,  p.  147,  emphasis  supplied). 
Then  he  offered  this  further  explanation 
of  what  he  had  previously  written: 

"I  am  acquainted  with  this  work 
here;  I  wrote  this  book.  .  .  .  This  book 
was  written  for  cooperating  Baptist 
churches.  I  wrote  the  following: 
'There  is  no  such  thing  as  the  Baptist 
Church  in  the  sense  that  one  may 
speak  of  the  Methodist  Church  or  the 
Presbyterian  Church.  The  Baptist 
Church  is  one  local  congregation,  that 
and  nothing  more.  .  .  .  When,  there- 
fore, these  churches  joined  forces  they 
did  not  surrender,  and  do  not  now  sur- 
render, any  of  their  autonomy.' 

"/  did  not  mean  what  I  said  when 
I  wrote  that"  (Court  Record,  as  cited, 
pp.  147-148,  emphasis  supplied). 
Reference  has  already  been  made  to 
the  historian,  Dr.  W.  W.  Barnes,  who, 
in  1934,  had  warned  against  the  dangers 
threatening  to  bring  about  a  Baptist 
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Super-Church  unless  we  give  a  new  in- 
sistence to  our  traditional  principles  of 
local  church  autonomy.  By  1953,  how- 
ever, even  Dr.  Barnes  himself  had  been 
caught  in  the  whirlpool  of  the  movement 
toward  a  Baptist  ecclesiasticism.  As  "the 
officially  appointed  historian  for  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention,"  he  testi- 
fied in  the  trial  of  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Church  case;  and  he  thus  re- 
pudiated a  significant  portion  of  the 
book  which  he  had  written  in  1934: 

"When  I  wrote,  *A11  Baptist  general 
bodies  are  voluntary  organizations 
established  by  individuals  who  wish  to 
cooperate  for  some  common  end  or 
ends  in  extending  the  Kingdom  of  God. 
This  convention  is  not  an  ecclesiastical 
body  or  federal  body  composed  of  state 
conventions.  Churches  may  cooperate 
with  these  general  organizations  but 
always  on  a  purely  voluntary  basis 
and  without  surrendering  in  any  de- 
gree their  right  of  self-determination,' 
that  was  twenty  years  ago  and  what 
I  believed,  but  I  have  learned  more 
about  Baptists  and  I  don't  agree  with 
it"  (Court  Record,  as  cited,  p.  103, 
emphasis  supplied). 
Dr.  Barnes  offered  the  following  expla- 
nation for  not  having  the  book  with- 
drawn after  he  had  come  to  disagree 
with  it: 

"When  I  discovered  error  in  that,  I 
did  not  have  it  recalled  .  .  .  because 
I  wanted  to  let  them  know  what  had 
been  taught  and  is  being  taught  now 
by  some"  (Court  Record,  as  cited, 
p.  103). 

As  his  testimony  continued,  he  stated 
the  following  regarding  his  large  volume 
on  Southern  Baptist  history  which  had 
not  come  off  the  press  at  the  time  of 
the  trial: 

"In  my  forthcoming  publication, 
coming  out  in  January,  I  have  not 
written  anything  with  reference  to  the 
subjects  we  have  just  discussed.  There 
was  no  occasion  for  me  to  do  that.  .  .  . 

"In  my  forthcoming  publication 
there  is  no  place  for  a  discussion  of 
what  I  wrote  in  my  book  in  193 ^  and 
reprinted  in  1946.  It  is  not  touched  on 
one  way  or  the  other,  neither  affirmed 
nor  changed"  (Court  Record,  as  cited, 
p.  107). 


Yet  in  that  "forthcoming  publication" 
we  read  the  following  (and  other  sig- 
nificant statements  could  be  cited)  : 

"All  Baptist  general  bodies  are  vol- 
untary organizations,  established  by 
individuals  who  wish  to  cooperate  for 
some  common  end  or  ends  in  the  king- 
dom of  God.  This  Convention  is  not  an 
ecclesiastical     body     composed  of 
churches,  nor  a  federal  body  composed 
of  state  conventions.   Churches  may 
seek  to  fulfill  their  obligation  to  ex- 
tend Christ's  kingdom  by  cooperating 
with  this  general  organization,  but  al- 
ways on  a  purely  voluntary  basis,  and 
without  surrendering  in  any  way  or 
degree  their  right  of  self-determina- 
tion" (The  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tion: 1845-1953,  Nashville:  Broadman 
Press,  1954,  pp.  259-260).  The  same  as 
had  been  written  in  his  early  book! 
How  can  one  regard  a  book  as  authentic 
and  capable  of  being  relied  upon  —  even 
if  written  by  the  official  historian  of  the 
Southern  Baptist  Convention  —  when 
basic  statements  in  that  book  have  been 
repudiated  by  the  author,  under  oath, 
even  before  the  book  had  come  off  the 
press?  And  how  are  we  to  understand 
Dr.  Barnes'  testimony,  that  his  latest 
book  made  no  reference  to  the  subjects 
which   had   been   treated   in   his  early 
book?  Are  we  to  believe  that,  after  writ- 
ing his  latest  book   (which  must  have 
been  rather  shortly  before  the  trial),  he 
came  to  regard  certain  basic  statements 
in  that  book  as  untrue,  and  then  —  so 
soon  after  changing  his  mind  so  com- 
pletely concerning  these  important  state- 
ments —  forgot  completely  that  he  had 
even  made  any  such  statements? 

The  significance  of  the  decision  of  the 
North  Carolina  courts  in  turning  over 
the  property  of  that  church  to  the 
minority  has  been  well  summarized  by 
an  attorney  of  Louisville,  Ky.,  Luther 
Burrus,  who  has  written: 

"Until  recently,  the  Baptist  churches 
had  always  been  considered  by  the 
courts  as  having  a  strictly  'congrega- 
tional' form  of  church  government. 
However,  in  December,  1954,  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  North  Carolina  ruled 
that  the  majority  of  the  membership 
of  a  Baptist  Church  in  that  state  did 
not  have  the  right  to  decide  such  in- 
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ternal  matters  as  the  missionary  pro- 
grams,   conventions,    etc.,   which  the 
congregation  should  support.  .  .  .  The 
Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  has 
transferred  Baptist  Churches  in  that 
State,  en  masse,  from  the  'congrega- 
tional' or  independent  category  to  the 
'presbyterian'  or  denominational  cate- 
gory.   Consequently,    the  governing 
power  has  been  taken  from  the  ma- 
jority of  the  membership  of  each  lo- 
cal Baptist  Church  in  North  Carolina, 
and  placed  in  the  'superior  organiza- 
tions' of  the  Southern  Baptist  denomi- 
nation,  viz.,   'The   Southern  Baptist 
Convention,'  and  its  satellite  agencies" 
(The  Seminary  Review,  Vol.  II,  No,  2, 
Winter,  1956,  pp.  7-8). 
The    great    liberal    historian,  Ernst 
Troeltsch,  has  concluded  from  his  exten- 
sive research  that  every  religious  insti- 
tution has  finally  found  it  necessary  to 
become  intolerant  in  order  to  preserve 
itself.  He  has  said: 

"All  the  ecclesiastical  institutions 
soon  found  that  they  were  unable  to 
maintain  and  carry  on  their  existence 
by  moral  force  alone,  and  they  were 
obliged  to  appeal  to  the  civil  power 
for  aid.  Without  its  help  no  ecclesias- 
tical system  can  be  permanent,  uni- 
form, and  undivided.  This  situation 
cannot  be  conceived  without  compul- 
sion, and  compulsory  religion  cannot 
be  conceived  without  the  help  of  the 
State"  (The  Social  Teaching  of  the 
Christian  Church,  Vol.  II,  Eng.  trans., 
New  York,  The  Macmillan  Co.,  1931, 
p.  1008). 

Can  even  Baptists,  who  have  insisted 
so  strongly  on  religious  freedom,  be 
overtaken  by  this  fate  which  Troeltsch 
has  concluded  has  finally  overtaken  every 
religious  institution?  For  Baptists  in 
North  Carolina  at  least,  much  of  what 
Troeltsch  has  described  has  already 
taken  place.  The  power  of  the  state  has 
been  resorted  to  —  and  has  been  made 
available  —  for  virtually  forcing  a 
church  to  continue  financial  support  of 
the  State  and  Southern  Baptist  Conven- 
tions. 

And  now  Tennessee  is  being  threat- 
ened with  the  same  situation.  The 
Memphis  Commercial  Appeal  (Nov.  13) 
thus  refers  to  a  church  case  at  Evans- 


ville  which  is  now  before  the  Tennessee 

Supreme  Court: 

"The  majority  of  the  church  members 
recently  voted  to  withdraw  from  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Baptist  Association, 
but  the  minority  took  the  matter  to 
court  on  grounds  it  should  retain  con- 
trol of  the  church  property  since  it 
adheres  to  SBC  doctrine.  A  Chancery 
Court  decision  favored  the  minority. 
The  majority  appealed  to  the  State 
Supreme  Court.  A  similar  case  has 
come  up  at  the  Pikeville,  Tenn.,  Bap- 
tist Church." 

And  as  it  was  in  North  Carolina,  there 
are  denominational  leaders  who  are  sid- 
ing with  the  minority.  The  article  in  the 
Commercial  Appeal  which  has  just  been 
referred  to  goes  on  to  state: 

"The  Rev.  John  Hispher  of  Dayton, 
Tenn.,  associational  missionary  of  the 
Tennessee  Valley  Baptist  Association, 
said  Tennessee  Southern  Baptists  can't 
afford  to  lose  the  Evansville  case. 

"  'If  we  do,  there's  no  telling  how 
many  other  pastors  may  come  in  like 
that  man  at  Evansville  did  and  refuse 
to  co-operate  with  the  state  conven- 
tion'." 

But  is  it  not  a  very  evident  sign  of 
weakness  when  the  denominational  lead- 
ership has  come  to  feel  that  the  conven- 
tions' program  will  be  seriously  dis- 
rupted if  Baptist  churches  are  allowed 
to  exercise  their  traditional  Baptist 
freedom? 

It  is  instructive  to  note  how  the  Chris- 
tian Century,  advocate  of  the  National 
Council  of  Churches,  rejoiced  over  the 
decision  of  the  courts  in  the  North  Rocky 
Mount  Church  case.  That  publication 
described  the  courts  as  concluding  that 
"a  given  congregation  is  related  to  other 
congregations,  and  the  general  behavior 
affords  a  standard  by  which  the  conduct 
of  a  particular  group  may  be  judged." 
And  the  court  decision  was  given  this 
appraisal : 

"All  this  is  tremendously  heartening. 
It  reveals  that  the  Southern  Baptists 
are  not  after  all  very  different  from 
.  .  .  other  Christian  denominations" 
(Jan.  5,  1955). 

If  Southern  Baptists  really  do  not 
have  a  distinctive  doctrinal  position, 
then  we  really  have  no  excuse  for  main- 
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taining  our  separate  denominational 
existence.  And  herein  evidently  is  to  be 
found  the  reason  for  the  Christian  Cen- 
tury's jubilation  over  the  Rocky  Mount 
decision ;  it  would  seem  that  this  de- 
struction of  congregational  autonomy 
was  regarded  as  helping  to  clear  the  way 
for  bringing  Southern  Baptists  into  the 
orbit  of  the  National  Council  of 
Churches. 

In  a  discerning  historical  study  of  cer- 
tain phases  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention, accepted  as  a  doctoral  disserta- 
tion by  Columbia  University  a  ferA^  years 
ago,  there  was  given  this  characteriza- 
tion of  the  course  of  the  Convention  in 
the  first  half  of  this  century:  "The  first 
half  of  the  twentieth  century  produced 
a  movement  from  the  Convention  agen- 
cies with  their  over-all  view  to  the  last 
Baptist  church"  (E.  C.  Magruder,  A 
Historical  Study  of  the  Educational 
Agencies  of  the  Southern  Baptist  Con- 
vention: 184.5-19^5,  New  York,  Bureau 
of  Publication:   Teachers   College,  Co- 


lumbia University,  1951,  p.  138).  That 
is,  the  Convention  has  projected  a  pro- 
gram which  has  more  and  more  reached 
out  to  direct  the  policies  of  the  very  last 
church  affiliated  with  it.  The  writer  of 
the  above  statement  went  on  to  say: 
"This  movement,  it  would  appear,  now 
stands  in  need  of  the  counter-balance 
of  a  similar  movement,  this  time  from 
the  local  Baptist  church  which  'under 
God'  has  experienced  a  new  birth  of 
freedom     to     the     last  Convention 
agency"  (p.  138). 

If  our  people  can  be  brought  to  re- 
discover and  re-affirm  our  traditional 
Baptist  principle  of  the  autonomy  and 
independence  of  the  local  church,  then 
we  can  expect  that  the  local  church  "un- 
der God"  will  experience  such  a  new 
birth  of  freedom  as  will  set  in  motion 
this  needed  countermovement — a  coun- 
termovement  that  will  so  re-direct  the 
trend  of  things  away  from  the  ecclesias- 
tical, organizational  emphasis  as  to  be 
felt  within  the  "last  convention  agency." 
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Some  Facts  About 

the  Roman  Catholic  Church 

By  C.  K.  Rand 

Does  the  Roman  Church  claim  that  its 
priests  have  the  power  to  forgive  sins? 

Here  is  the  explicit  teaching  in 
Catholic  Canon  Law,  Canon  888:  "The 
priest  has  to  remember  that  in  hearing 
confessions  he  is  a  judge."  In  Canon  870 
we  find:  ''In  the  confessional  the  min- 
ister has  the  power  to  forgive  all  crimes 
committed  after  baptism." 

Romanism  has  departed  from  the  New 
Testament  when  it  teaches  that  man  can 
forgive  another  man's  sins.  Sins  that  are 
committed  against  God,  only  God  can 
forgive  (Mark  2:7). 

All  Christians  have  the  power  of  re- 
mitting sins  by  the  preaching  of  Christ, 
by  making  known  to  unbelievers  the 
price  of  salvation  paid  by  Christ  (Acts 
13:38;  James  5:16). 

One  of  the  greatest  difficulties  in  the 
sacrament  of  penance  lies  in  the  matter 
of  intention.  The  priest  must  have  the 
proper  ''intention"  while  administering 
the  sacrament  of  penance  in  the  confes- 
sional. If  he  is  tired  and  his  mind  wan- 
ders, then  the  sacrament  is  invalid  and 
the  sinner  is  not  forgiven.  "No  one  can 
be  certain,  with  the  certainty  of  faith, 
that  he  has  received  a  true  sacrament, 
since  no  sacrament  is  performed  with- 
out the  intention  of  the  minister,  and 
no  one  can  see  the  intention  of  another." 
Bellarmine's  Works,  Vol  I,  p.  488.  So 
states  the  eminent  Cardinal  Bellarmine, 
who  is  considered  a  Doctor  of  Roman 
Theology. 

There  is  not  one  single  instance  in  the 
New  Testament  where  either  Christ  or 
the  apostles  ever  had  anyone  confess 
sins  into  their  ears,  as  is  done  in  the 
Roman  auricular  confessional.  Simon 
Peter  did  not  forgive  Simon  the  Sorcerer 
but  sent  him  to  God  who  alone  can  for- 
give sins  (Acts  8:22). 


Concerning  the  Wake  Forest 
Situation  .  .  . 

Of  the  nine  new  members  of  the  board 
of  trustees  of  Wake  Foi'est  College,  the 
most  prominent  is  DR.  C.  C.  WARREN, 
President  of  the  S.  B.  C,  who  was  "a 
member  of  the  committee  which  recom- 
meiicled  Dr.  Tribble  to  the  presidency'' 
(Roy  Covington,  Charlotte  Observer, 
Nov.  15).  This  is  especially  interesting 
in  view  of  the  one  positive  obligation 
for  the  trustees  which  is  set  forth  in  the 
constitution  of  the  N.  C.  Baptist  State 
Convention — namely,  the  obligation  that 
the  trustees  "shall  be  responsible  to  the 
Convention  for  the  operation  of  its  in- 
stitutions IN  ACCORDANCE  WITH 
BAPTIST  PRINCIPLES"  (Article  IX, 
Subsection  2,  emphasis  supplied). 

Certainly,  the  President  of  the  S.  B.  C. 
should  be  thoroughly  versed  on  the  fun- 
damental significance  of  the  principle  of 
the  complete  autonomy  of  the  local 
church;  and,  certainly,  he  would  be  ex- 
pected to  be  whole-heartedly  committed 
to  this  principle.  (As  a  matter  of  fact, 
he  joined  the  fellow-ministers  of  his  as- 
sociation in  signing  what  has  come  to 
be  called  the  "Mecklenburg  Declaration", 
which  states  that  "our  North  Carolina 
courts  have  erred"  in  disregarding  the 
independence  of  Baptist  churches.)  Will 
the  President  of  the  S.  B.  C.  cast  his 
vote,  and  exert  his  influence,  to  see  to 
it  that  the  leading  Baptist  college  in  N. 
C.  is  operated  "in  accordance  with  Bap- 
tist principles''?  And  can  it  possibly  be 
maintained  that  Wake  Forest  is  being 
operated  "in  accordance  with  Baptist 
principles'*  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Presi- 
dent Harold  Tribble,  according  to  the 
official  record  of  his  sworn  testimony, 
holds  that  it  is  contrary  to  Southern 
Baptist  doctrine  for  a  church  to  be  per- 
mitted to  withdraw  from  the  convention 
and  retain  its  property? 

And,  surely,  the  President  of  the 
S.  B.  C.  would  not  be  suspected  of  be- 
ing even  the  least  bit  wavering  on  the 
doctrine  of  the  VIRGIN  BIRTH  of  Jesus 
(which,  in  spite  of  Dr.  Tribble's  court 
testimony  to  the  contrary,  certainly  is 
regarded  by  Baptists  as  "a  test  of  ortho- 
doxy") .  Will  the  President  of  the  S.  B.  C. 
endorse  a  man  who,  according  to  his 
sworn  testimony,  allows  that  Jesus  had 
an  earthly  father? 
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